Editing of testimony; rights of privacy v 1/5/71 

Tho Commission stall' addressed thu right of privacy of witnesses and others rather 
early f but in this case, from Filo hhP 2, the researcher lias to got pant tiiree attached 
mefii03 before ho loams this is wliat iauroally being addressed* 

S 9 extreme was this protended interest in thu right to privacy that the top memo, from 
"Mary" to howard w'ilxens, dated 7/o/b4 , among the questions raised in this sense was the 
deletion of the fact fcnat the President wore both bis bacx brace and an Ace bandage* A 
Spcctur wanton this unchanged becausoxit they ‘’account for tils President sitting erect” , 
a point ho ap r -arontly considered outweighed any right to privacy* Another is ’’God-Damn” , 
said by Uoy Auiiermun, and a light remark to a witness, ir. Finch, ' by Hcdloy* This Liomo 
op^os^a the alto rut ion oi the tosti-jony by Spec ter , questioned by phone, but nays nothing 
of "right to privacy”. 

Next is the 6/30/ 64 memo from Dillons to the staff, covering ”a slef-explanatory 
meaoranduift proi-a red by hr. Poliak commenting on several volumes of testimony to bo printed* #* 
It solicits cobnuts and suggestions ’’regarding possible deletions”, but makes no reference 
to "rights of privacy”. 

The attached Poliak memo of C/lO/64 also makes no reference to "right of privacy”* 

It says that”a liao of passages from the z*ooord which you will wish to consider for pos- 
sible deletion” is attached* Xt is addressee to Kankin. Those ho regards as "passages 
wliich warrant serious consideration as to their removal” arc marie ed with an *, he also 
says ”1 would assume that a check c&i as to each exhibit will be made before the Commission 
concludes its work*” 

By 6/l8/64» the teatiaKmy through H10 was in page proof# 

. If Pol laic's instructions were written, vithor! ao not recall them ordo not have them. 
They wore broad ox* he so interpreted them, he hirasoif no too, ”1 have noted much witich 
undoubtedly shou.d not bo takon from the record*” At the least, when he had tliia conviction 
and expressed it ao otcongly, wonderment over his directive 3eems warranted. 

Because this vra ;> not axi open, court record, it might bo argued that wlkit wue tm 
subject of testiujony oouIul bo edited to protect privacy or in the interest of accuracy* 

It is neither uncommon nor improper for the twstixaoiiy of Congressional committees to 00 
edited in such interests, but they do not deal with the kind of subject this does, the 
assassination of a President and eorrolary involvements* 



Not until the attached list is rcohbod do the words showing a protended in turns t in 
privacy appeal** it is hea.ddig, kx ” 1 # Passages which if published might involve invasions 
of the privacy of thu witness or wliich might bo thought to be unjustifiably offensive, 
insulting or defamatory of some person other than the witness* Tills u.s che way oogins, 

n • 

The very first deals with a matter of relevant faet//Uevcrond French did not show up' 
to perform funeral services for LUO*” A complete record without that? Whoso privacy was 
invaded, wketsax there is the offense, insult or defamation, the words furtlicr qualified by 
"unjustifiably”, in reporting the airaplo fact that the- preacher did not perform the service, 
didn* t appear for the funeral over which he was to liave presided, of on, of the murder 
victims whose raurdcr was the subject of the investigation? 'This opening item sets thu uone 
ana reflects the rual attitude toward most of til iWaa* It should be compared with some 
relating to the victim, called "fail* gams”. 

?ho second item is the one marked with an *, indicating PoL.ak's belief that without 
doubt it shoulu be eliminated* Therefore, because it also is utterly irrelevant anu 00 
marked, it is not indicated as deleted* She called tho father of one of her co— workers 
"one of the biggest gangsters in Fort Worth" and said ho was killed by gangsters* 
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It is not difficult to argue from this list and the record tJiat "right of privacy" 
is often a subterfuge for 3Upprea:don, including of the raoat basic and India possible of 
all the evidence of the assassination, the nature and location of the wounds, inhere is no 
consistent standard, as with homosexuality. 

The items that "undcubtealy" should have been removed and are marked with an asterisk 
total 13* Of these, only four arc indicated as deleted. Of these four, in throe cottas, what 
wa 3 in question and was deleted is deleted from the memo by masking ou *hreu cases* The first 
3H237) d tils with Jack Daugherty, the second, to which X will return, with i>avid ferric ( 61I3G-1) 
If the tliird i^esx was deleted from tie printed testimony as this memo indicates, the deletion 
is not indicated in the printed .record. Following the words of the memo, "Ho doesn’t like 
priest at' St. Nicholas”.- thero is a dash in the record anu the sentence continues, not in 
good syntax, but witnesses often tweak go* Tho fourth ) 101173) » with every ,.oi\i maakau in 
the memo, is in no way reflated in the printed page nor is there any subject thero 

discussed that to bo tho subject of proper deletion. 

/ 

flic second asterisk-marked item ( 3H138), after tho gangster item, is ’’Mrs. Paine: 

Reasons for her spearution from hor husband." If this is lees tliua precise, he having left 
her, it is also not deleted and would sc cm to bo as private and personal as can be. 

•fho next 6R32l), "Charles divans lias pervious record for ’narcotics violation", 
certainly fal-ts within th»j definition, but it remains in the printed testimony, ibis is 
wirth compai-ing with thu Ferric item. 

The next, (GIa 433, "too. Robertas To her sorrow , aho was unable to bear children. She 
i3 now working for a man who has cancer.” noth items and fuor*~she married in the yth 
grade- appear in the printed record. 

Next (7HJ5) i to*, burroughs: Ho failed tho Selective Service mental GxuiUiiutioa". 

Nit' deleted. 

Noxt£7H63) "to. William Smiths Ho had been conviotou of auto theft." Remind i. 

foxt£ 7h86) “to. George Applin: do luxe be-.n oonvio ted of burglary." it appears on 
this page as "burglary". 

Next are references to four places in tliu record, tllil 31-2; 171-2; 200-01, 242) "bhoild tho 
names of those being held oy tho police who were included in the line-up with Oswald bo 
deleted (leaving their physical descriptions)? One of those mon U#ujaii) testifies at VI Is 
243-46”. With thu ckin a witness, how can tiuut bo hidden? And with the patently frame-up 
character of tho line-ups, how dared an honest lawyer consider d ieting tiny ti dag? In 
any case, all th names do appear at tho pages cited. 

The Forrie item dole tod from O’Suliarvan. is next 

Next {diil'ji)): tow . iriurre t ; . Tlio Junior University of New Orleans is delinquent in 
paying its debts." Remains in. 

ltoxt, 811233# "to. Delgado. The bartender at tho Flamingo bar, outside of Tijuana, x± 
visitcu by Oswald, was a homo sexual", is one I recall woel and do not bother to check, for 
this is a most prejudicial formulation. Oswald was in company with his marine mates, includ- 
ing Delgado, and when ho could liavo been with tiiic homosexual ho chose a woman, a whore* 

‘The one remaining asturi sked item in that in Steele 1 s testimony. 

Thus it would scorn cat the one item relating to -it her arrsate or homosexuality that 
was deleted was that involving Forrie, which it is stretching credulity to believe has to 
be accidental, particularly because it was not deleted in the sending of the transcript to 
the printer, Libfeoler did edit hiu witnesses toatinony. 

I will not analyze and compare all tnoso not marked as "undoubtedly” to be deleted. 



However, comparisons of some with the foregoing will allow the official attitudes ;jnd can 
be interpreted as addressing the seriousness with which H invasion of privacy" was invoked* 

j?or example t a long list ol what in described as "numerous disparaging comments about 
and by George ik^hrehsebildt" which remain, This language in no exaggeration, so©e are 

libels, 

111, the first tiling on page 5, puts it all in perspective, especially when compared 
with the Ferric item: '‘III. Though! I take it that everything aboutuLoo Harvey Oswald 1b 
fair game and. essential to a complete evaluation of the individual because a question haa 
been raised attention should perhaps be directed to the references to him as a possible 
homosexual (VIII:270; VHt319); to his afflictoon with gonorrhea ( VIII : 312-315 ) ; und to his 
unsatisfactory sexual relations with Karina (VIII s 399-397 1 VIIj42>*424; IX: 233; IX: 252; 

IX: 311: IX: 313)". 

Flr3t, essentially an aside: tile venereal disease; as I recall, was contracted from a 
Japanese woman. 1'ho lack of satisfaction was not from any existing rccoru on hi* part. This 
klloga viou really i^ tii&t ^arina was not satisfied!! with his pori'ox^mancc. It can bo inferred, 
wno uhur or not it waa iii tended, that thin formulation serves to euphauist? thu allegations 
of hoioo sexuality, in itaolf a perhaps imprecise formulation with his having had the affair 
with the Japanese woman, having selected the Mexican whore ovsr the homosexual bartender, 
and with his saving fathered two children. 

hut, particularly in such a ,f question had been raised", what better reason for not 
deleting the O’Sullivan reference to Forrie * c homosexual record, which waa quite public 
anyway, witii Oswald having been in the CAP when Ferric was, especially in tii>. context that 
the Commission tiled first to prutuud he hadn* t boon in the CAP at all and then that ho had 
not b-.on iuw’fcz'rio’o unit? 

Considering Folluk's point about fcho oxhibito,~* th&rw is a inference to Ferric, under 
the name "Fairy", as a homosexual. It wan rpinfcod oven when it wa.“. know to be inaccurate to 
other ways, The difference is that in the exhibit the homosexual is not readily identified 
as David Forrle. This question wan resolved by Attorney General &itchell, however, in hie 
alleged personal declassification of material relating to Thomas Valloe as a homosexual, The 
material released in the 1970 review on Forrie is largely about )iim as a homosexual. There 
is an abundance of never— iv# trio tod mat rial on others as homosexuals in tixo ^onaaisoion* s 
files. It would stj wia that thio qui te-proper basis for withholding was invoked only selectively, 
in tho case of Forrie, where wiiat was oUiurwisc not subject to withholding was also withheld. 
Even whwn thu information about alleged homosexuality was given with the upefrUjio unu a ra t anding 
it would bo kept iii confidence has it always U.on available. 

There are no other references to homosexuality, however, there aro o tiler things of 
In tores t as they relate to withholding auu editing and as they show oidicial concerns, 
the. kinds of questions that existed and were raised and considered about deletions, th** 
bases and who tiler or not serious arid propor wi thing recognised aud accredited nwt recognised 
procedures, and whet w-s marked by whoever on thu staff marked this up. 

So ms arc* clearly suppressive, do signed to pruVoiit embarrasses t to the government and 
to hido criticism of it. 

What relate j to the already— deficient medical evidence i 3 especially interesting. 

borne of the Xqucatiouaof "completeness of the record" in what is described as "minor" 
aspects are also worth considering. Whethor or not fid nor, the record remains incomplete 
and inaccurate, including when it was known to the examining lawyer to be significicantly 
in error, where th* error haa to bo regarded as his responsibility and that no accidentally. 
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th<; lo~t case iirat, for it is, in my view ouch more important than a casual 
wading of tho mm o by tho uniniomid vouua indicate: The last item, on pt.gu 10 (loii4b f 47) 
reads, "Have nr# Jrtuguior’a assertions regarding Coaiauniat associations and Castro's 
remarks been negated .an .tho record.” I have adced emphasis because notating tliam else- 
where served no pupyosa, While the existing evidence in thu Cpinmiasln’s filoa doss negate 
tnem, thi, irrelevant, *ullok correctly said "on thu reeore”, how, wimt does Jriaguior 
say on tho a- pugoo • 

Liebeler }4 r >; tells him it isn’t likely ’’that Oswald would go around hailing out 
literature in. the s tracts like he did if he was actually attempting to infiltrate the 
anti-Castro movement ”(horo involving tho "ixjixltration” of a single man, dringuier). 

Brlnguelr’s response is, "ha didn’t vent o ponly to do that before the attempt to 
ini iitrato the training camp; ho went openly to £o tliat Kifotersk after ho was turned down." 

x4ov, aside from tin? fact tliat there is no reason to believe Oswald ever attempted to 
infiltrate who camp, to Liebelor's own knowledge Oswald had boon 1-afletting, publicly, 
often and for months prior to the date given by Bringfcior. The record hero is deliberately 
in erx'or, for without tide error there remains no explanation for Oswald* t> conduct aud 
hringuier iiao lost Ido alibi. 



The article produced (40 by Henuinio Poriell-Vila was proved by the i?'BI to bo faks 
irok» bogirniinguto end, Therefore, the rocord is not corrected. it is loft saying time 
Oswald had been in Cuba twice, whereas there is not tho slightest indication or°evcn reason 
to suspect ho iiad ever been there. This is repeated, and when the second uimo it again 
quotes jo. Castro speech, it required no Phi investigation to loom vhothor tins was *;ver 
oaic. Those broadcasts are carefully monitored, roc ox*ded and analysed. a phono e&li is all 
it took# Vilia t vostro actually said was entirely tho opposite# 

fher; being no 10H499, th<. fourth itoia cannot bo checked, hut the eocond under it 
la interesting bocousb, prosumcubly, thi a was done a month earlier# hoover testified 5/l$ 
and ncConn at about the soioo time, A-lao Belmont, etc, do, aunonth later, *ollak aaka: 

'•boos the iMcoru contain a abatement; from each axic. evexy federal sgras intelligence 
and security agency oxpreaoly stating that Oswald was n vor employed by it as any typo of 
agent?” 

It iii a go b question, for wftor* there la the pretense of answer, it iu in no case 
definitive# 1 b* iii v._ there was no such question asked fo aoicc (Archives has none from 
BlO, and * know of no inquiry of what could be called a ’’security” agency as distinguished 
fro in an intelligence agency# 

2il^3 bn 4 ’ a rather novel formula lion fox- a u*an kno^n to liavo Won shot through tho head: 
the record contain anything regarding alleged shotting of ifarxea UeynoldaV’ 1 
fatfc of th.i noxt question was ignored, for neither in th, rceora nor el8*wh*r* in tho 
files can it be .tonne ( 2h2 73) 5 ” • • ,Iiao fipv.it* a background been fully invest! ,a»ed add mode 
of record?” 

AloO ap v ronhly unrein ud to tne citation uncer which cha&o aioo appear ar^ a number 
of other nood questions. I do not stop to chock fchwu, One# on the station wagon near the 
dopo^ivory, is no* denial tovly answer, to tho best of my kuo.. lcugo, iTu: question included 
’’described so as to olijninato hrs# Paine’s”, 

That all tan affidavits need dates, should "contain tilt, form a tat-, meat of the notary 
indicating that tho aiVidavitz was in fact sworn to before him” and "an explanation of the 
manner in which they af idavits vt.ro prepared for signatui*e by the affiant” all seem still 
to bolaoking. It therefore caimot bo considered an oversight, ^iyaterios remain, lime in tho 
Gamer axxidavit, wiiich rot or 3 to an exhibit not u<ade into on, oxliibit until a month a/; tor 
its execution. 



.w 30 % ti\M tiiiiig^j -’‘Ox.iok did not consider "undoubtedly” should b» rowoveu ai*e iV obert 
Oaw'aldia "suspected her of complicity in the assassination” , hardly an inclusion calculated 
to protect the m.iocent, prevent dafauiation; 

Scogglas iiircst record; 

mar-ied'?‘ NUrret d " tLShteT ‘ " 0an ' t httT& oMliroa" anu .Marilyn "doesn't want to get 
Mr * C^raci"iai'orwi^i £HL of hia friend (Carloa Brlnguior) • a uctivitiaa". 



Haraly, from tho 
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only material in the Arohivos. The citation of lOIiciO. This should W- 
Mr. *obiaa "always has buy a goofy— headed. " 



chocked and a^cd for# 



itoiu 14 contains tha ozpresnion of concern for "references to proas inaccuracies” . Also, 
there is ao«io tostinony which is unc o&pl ia& n t ary to c •rtaiii aorabors of chv rose. " Among 
th'.^o is (2o26) /’od.tur.ay ov^aiug feat offered to pay Atariaa for iwuoru^tion not /uaow to 
the Cohesion". had Uda not been in msxastkix&si I^rguerito , s testimony # have been 

no concern, for ^hco niore wao already in who file j , at legist one aeauual boon investi- 
gated, and Llfo had tna real pipeline , 



I torr. V no ton uiat whil*v it "aeons a vital part of the record”, certain "testimony 
critical oi v local and federal law enforcement agents" is cited: the fdl threat to i-arina 
vsho liad better cooperate if she wished to at ay in tliio countryjiii 75,79-00; Secret* 
Service atol ? d.icu*unta fax*,* fcarguorite (lhl29) ; aargu-write not allows to see nawalct 
first day (lH14>«ind no concern expressed for ills legal t rights in this), and iaoro # 



Itexii VI i» of "a po coo bio question oa to tho nod or tho saeialiuesa of .including in 
the record every word of medical testimony relating to the apixatfaaco of. ; the President* a 
body after the assassination." What hotter evidence of the crime and how it* was cou&dttad 9 
arid of the possibilities of the rummer ana by whoa? bo, what hotter ruusou for considering 
eliminating it— as wa^ done with Jackie * s, and hors is the cult close eye— witueas account 
pos ible), ho>:t, whatjw&l elitduat.d, despite the opening evaluation; ft i.s probably 
nacess&ry^tiiough unpleasant, to include th testimony regarding the oedical student findind 
a pices of the head in the street the following day. 51 

irira : - ui all, he uiu not testify ouu tho relevant reports wore not printed, «axu f 
tho finding thu next day is an incredible reflection of cho nature of tjv* i/ivouti^ition 
at the scene of the crime. xuid, the picture is still sup grossed* 

*^Um query di^thcr it xc aloo ij&c&as&ry to include a co*.iplote doscii utioa of the 
President 1 s underclothing (meaning only that no wusn'-t wearing a top), his braott , and 
oven down to tae fact of whether or not the IVeaideut wau wearing an ncu bondage under 
the brace at the time of Ilia death"* art- here absolutely no questions of taste or 

propriety ana t ie oitly purposes lot* which such things could have been oliulxiut' o ere 
suppression o •- evil nc--- directly related to the pouixLbilifi^ni of what qou/.. ; or coulr not, 
did or div* not haj on. Xlii?* i^ marked, una is ono of the questions r«isea witn one ctcr. 



V^.1 is a concern tor pro! ani tj of modest I la vox*, i'hu one by iw^Hez^oan iw the only 
one noted. 



VII ici "Riecliiuneous possible daletlana", 'file first (l,il26) dunlin,.; *ica uk. 
reuioval of Secret Service protection of Marina, wM c ii oho aufcod for, at Uia Ir ...ring, I note, 
tho wanoa given Wing "in light of Rr. ^'hoxno^ request that tiu oat ter be k.-pt secret, 
at least tiimpomrily?" 1^ tills -can it W - a s.rioue reason when the urtOisori pus wore all 
classified "tap secret" and lien available, ware available only to thoue wiue gav« it? 

Tho econo (linxa, actually aaks of "hr. deploy’s ap ar^ncly jocular ruuiarito to 
Colonel Hash -inch (sic) that he should be # ju;d as truthful a^Uu as ot aidljg ,M , vac- 
ground being "as sug.pstJu^ any doubts a:? to the Colonel* o tfutl^jlnosB?" i! Odicrj] arc- 
of fir;*:- character. 

Mentioning two n/me oi the ?nanufacturer of tho aa&oo la intorpr-tod ao a 

"plug in 'vile record" for Weutexn! One wonders what was considered evide nce? una what could 
not bo asked to bo deleted? 

i’iiero an a cute quen tions disked about 4Hlo2; f, ia tiiorc any reason Aot vo puoi^.ci zo 
Jiioi buriy*s statement that th' - : Dailao police had infiltrated the hollas extremist 
organisation* * ;hio i- siiigiU.or an itu - ^orn her-.-, including die AC Lb aooug i^xiuy o tiicrs* 
and the oup. .rosnioxi mu deletion v re ouch that th>. record wna altered to moke it say tliat 
exhibits actual filtered into th-.? recur a do not exist. - liav,: copies, with th-; Exhibit Lo, 

Even th« fact tl^it the FBI had V.infiiviants in Forth ‘worth ixnd haliac Ud426-7) in 
considered for deletion. Again, wiiat couldn 1 1 be? 

ine next item ^61141,49* i^ndAoputod by Scoter, according to tho "If ary" i,ota, "io 
thore any rc^on (family or oihorvise) not to publicise thatbth^ doctors withheld 

wllt ^‘ 4 ‘ ;ont Ulitu ^ laLifc coukd be perfoxmd?" (oceotor was 
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The change was not rrade , 

About 7H296, tho question i « asked, ’Moo i tho discussion off tho record wS'^fjc that 
something is being hidden?” Checking that page leads to thin belief, wh thi.r or not any 
other change va<* made, i^lin interrupts liaises for this of f-tho— record discussion* When 
it is over, Holmes gown into uxi entirely different thing. ‘.Chat is not xaseuataci# 

x'Uie.re should on no misunderstanding* Only tho beginning of :ho list, 1* , is on 
"invasion oi‘ privacy 11 * dut all deal with deletions from the record, the reasons in all 
or almost all ca -os being incon^iot^xnt with learning even the inadequate record intact 
ana vith corrocting known svriouu error in it, 

Howewr, the ferric deletion is unique mvl conspicuous, Tho ledical oouesmia* frivolous 
as they nr , nr- aOT under ‘’invasions of privacy 1 ’ , so the Coucjisnion position can be 
interpreted those not involving tliat. Ur, putting it another way, when ^ile desire to 
suppress nsnifectau itself, this wa s a reason oon&riveu to give it the sexa blanov of 
propriety# 1 think thin o/.m be argued os tho Uoja.lseion position that ulmu medical evidence 
was witiihwld twau not wi Wield or* gounds of privacy or tin immunity of wiical records* 

Chocking tho v,ai'aci citation, it is aot accurate. It is Hrs. Goraoi who called the 
2ABI, Moreover, cheeking the only available fMI report, dated 11/ 29, discloses that it i.3 
not thw firs z on W only interview with x± the kid. The parviat toju uie Wi t the first f 
to tho boat of tiioir r collection, was not later Will ^on.iay, II/ 25 / 03 * 



